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CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN EFFECTS 
ON CANDIDATE RECOGNITION AND 
EVALUATION 
Edie N. Goldenberg and Michael W. Traugott 
To date, most congressional scholars have relied upon a standard model of American 
electoral behavior developed in the presidential setting. This research extends our 
knowledge of Congressmen's incumbency advantages and their sources. Candidate 
preference is viewed as a function of the relative recognition and evaluation of 
incumbents and their challengers, as well as of Democrats and Republicans. In the 
recognition model, contact with voters and media effects are quite important, but there 
is no direct role for party identification. Evaluation is a function of personal contact and 
party identification, and media variables are insignificant. Relative recognition, rela- 
tive evaluation, and party identification are three important predictors of candidate 
preference, and incumbency itself adds little beyond what is contained in incumbent 
recognition and evaluation advantages. 
Until recently, the standard model  of American electoral behavior 
deve loped  in the presidential  setting (Campbell,  et al., 1960) has been 
straightforwardly applied to the congressional case by most scholars. 
The terminology has changed somewhat,  but  the three basic elements 
remain: candidates, issues, and party. One candidate characteristic, 
incumbency,  has dwarfed all others in its power  to predict  the vote, 
especial ly for contests for seats in the U.S. House  of  Representatives.  
The advantages of  incumbency,  including better  campaign financing, 
greater name recognition, and more positive voter evaluations, are now 
accepted as critical factors affecting vote decisions (Jacobson 1980; 
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Mann and Wolfinger, 1979; Abramowitz, 1980; Parker, 1980). Our un- 
derstanding of the sources of these advantages is not yet  well devel- 
oped, and this paper is directed toward an extension of our knowledge 
of this process. 
The analytical emphasis in recent  studies of voting in congressional 
races has shifted from characteristics of individual voters to attributes of 
the candidates and the context within which they operate. Although 
this shift in perspective has increased our understanding of voting in 
congressiona] races, it is not without its shortcomings. First, it tends to 
underemphasize,  or even neglect, individual voter characteristics as 
factors influencing vote choice. Although studies routinely include 
party, identification as an independent  variable, very few attend to 
other individual characteristics such as media  exposure or education as 
factors that influence levels of  political information and voter response 
(Converse, 1966; Dreyer,  1971; Robinson, 1974). 
Second, no one has yet offered an adequate explanation of the way in 
which the advantages of incumbency translate into relative electoral 
success. Although the advantages themselves are abundantly clear in 
the measures that are commonly used, their linkages to individuals' 
decisions to participate and to prefer one candidate over another are 
not. Candidates spend money in different ways, some rather creatively; 
and some candidates are better able to capitalize on the advantages of  
their incumbency than others (Goldenberg and Traugott, 1979; Mann, 
1978). 
This paper represents an initial attempt at dealing with both of these 
shortcomings. It focuses on several broad types of campaign factors-- 
media coverage, candidate mailings, and various forms of personal 
contact--and their effects on the vote. Moreover, it does so by taking 
into account variations in the characteristics of individual voters. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL 
Three different operationalizations of the vote have been considered 
in past studies of voting in congressional elections. The first is turnout, 
or the decision to participate. The second is the direction of the vote, 
often referred to as candidate preference.  Though almost always de- 
f ined  t radi t ional ly  in par t isan terms,  it is now as l ike ly  to be 
operationalized as vote for the incumbent  or for the challenger. Finally, 
as the strength of the relationship be tween party identification and 
candidate preference has decl ined in recent years, defection from 
self-described identification has become a concept of increasing ana- 
lytical interest and importance. The measure of vote reported on here is 
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FIGURE 1. A General Model of Voting Behavior in Congressional Elections. 
candidate preference. In Figure 1 it is presented as a function of 
recognition advantage, evaluation advantage, and party identification. 
The emphasis in the analysis that follows is upon the factors which 
affect relative candidate recognition--contact with or by the candidates 
and the quantity of campaign coverage in the mediahas  well as factors 
which affect relative candidate evaluation--the quality of campaign 
coverage in the media and the party identification of the individual 
voter. 
It is well understood that incumbents are better known and more 
positively evaluated than their challengers. This has been attributed to 
the incumbents" ability to control their press (Mann and Wolfinger, 
1979) or, more generally, to the information constituents receive about 
them from other sources as well (Mayhew, 1974; Abramowitz, 1975). 
These findings suggest that the sources of recognition and evaluation 
advantage may lie in such campaign activities as mass media coverage, 
personal forms of contact and campaign mailings. 
However, the information disseminated in the campaign does not act 
on an undifferentiated electorate. The likelihood that a given voter may 
defect from partisan preference is a function not only of the strength of 
the short-term forces away from the candidate representing the voter's 
party, but also of the mass of stored information about politics that the 
voter holds. According to Converse, there are two groups of voters who 
would be expected to demonstrate stability in their partisan prefer- 
ences. First there are those people with little stored information about 
polities who are most vulnerable to short-term appeals, but who are also 
the least likely to be exposed to those appeals through the media. 
Because they are not exposed, their partisan voting is relatively stable. 
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Also stable are those voters with a great deal of political information. 
They are exposed to considerable information through the media, but 
they are relatively invulnerable to its influence. Converse suggests that 
the relationship between party identification and party vote is a 
curvilinear one, controlling on levels of media exposure, with those 
both least and most exposed to the media demonstrating the most stable 
partisan preferences. Those individuals in the middle show the 
greatest tendency to defect. 
Converse's findings were derived from presidential elections during 
the 1950s. Dreyer (1971) argues that data for more recent presidential 
elections do not exhibit this curvilinearity. Rather, they show a positive 
and monotonic relationship between stability and exposure to a variety 
of political communications. From this, Dreyer concludes that by now, 
media coverage of presidential candidates in the campaign has effec- 
tively penetrated all segments of the electorate, and consequently, 
even the least exposed are still exposed enough to produce relatively 
unstable partisan voting behavior. 
However, there is good reason to believe that congressional elections 
are quite different in this regard. The media penetration of congres- 
sional campaigns is nowhere near as complete as that in races for the 
presidency (Converse, 1966, pp. 142-3, 149). The correspondence be- 
tween television media markets and congressional district boundaries 
is poor, so advertising through this medium is limited. The amount of 
coverage of congressional candidates and campaigns in newspapers is 
also quite low, as will be discussed in greater detail below. Con- 
sequently, one might expect to observe a curvilinear relationship in the 
congressional context, demonstrating the combined effects of new po- 
litical information and the individual's mass of stored political infor- 
mation on voter preference. 
Data are presented in Table 1 which are similar to those used by 
Converse and Dreyer, showing the relationship between party iden- 
tification and party vote for presidential and congressional voting from 
1960 to the present by exposure to various political communications 
media)  The curvilinear relationship does seem to exist for congres- 
sional voting. It appears that the low-exposure individuals do not re- 
ceive enough communication for their vulnerability to short-term 
forces to be activated, and riley are relatively stable in their partisan 
voting behavior. Those exposed to two or three different media are 
slightly less stable; those exposed to all four types of media are some- 
what more stable. Although it is true that the political communications 
measure is based on several questions about the respondent's use of 
various media to obtain general campaign information rather than 
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TABLE 1. Tau-Beta Correlations Between Party Identification and Party Vote 
in Presidential and Congressional Elections, by Exposure to Political Com- 
munication, 1960-1978. 
Exposure to Political Communication 
Election Lowest Highest 
1960 Presidential .24 .56 .75 .76 .80 
1960 Congressional 1.00 .58 .84 .72 .87 
1964 Presidential .21 .58 .59 .62 .70 
1964 Congressional .77 ,63 .69 .69 .61 
1968 Presidential .34 .48 .56 .54 .75 
1968 Congressional .84 .64 .65 .60 .67 
1972 Presidential .75 .41 .48 .60 .72 
1972 Congressional .58 .50 .67 .58 .71 
1976 Presidential .47 .68 .63 .63 .79 
1976 Congressional .79 .52 .63 .64 .58 
1978 Congressional .63 .65 .52 .53 .52 
The correlations for presidential voting from 1960 to 1968 are taken directly from Table 3 
of Edward C. Dreyer, "Media Use and Electoral Choices: Some Political Conse- 
quences of Information Exposure," Public Opinion Quarterly 35 (Fall 1971), p. 552. 
The correlations for presidential voting for 1972 and 1976 and for congressional voting 
from 1960 to 1978 were computed from equivalent CPS National Election Studies in 
those years. 
about the congressional campaign specifically, this measure is highly 
related to a measure of newspaper readership about the congressional 
race. 2 
The data suggest the need to account for individuals '  mass of stored 
political information in the analysis of  media  effects on candidate 
evaluation. We attempt to do this by examining models separately by 
level of education. We expect less-well-educated people to have a 
smaller mass of  political information and therefore to be more suscepti- 
ble to whatever information they do receive, in  addition, we expect 
education level to affect candidate recognition as well. Better educated 
people should be more able to translate information received into 
information stored--recognition of the candidate. We separate per- 
sonal contact from mailings and mass media in order to compare the 
effects of  three quite different strategic approaches to media use by 
candidates. 
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Our task is to combine these perspectives into a model which ac- 
counts for candidate recognition and evaluation in terms of the balance 
of short-term forces in the campaign and the individual-level charac- 
teristics that condition voter response. In what follows, we explore the 
sources of name recognition and candidate evaluation as functions of 
personal contacts, campaign mail, and media coverage acting on indi- 
viduals with different partisan identifications, readership habits, and 
levels of education. 
DATA 
This research is based upon the analysis of the responses of individ- 
ual members of the electorate who were interviewed as part of the 1978 
CPS National Election Study, as well as a content analysis of the 
campaign coverage in a sample of newspapers which they read. 3 The 
full size of the CPS sample was 2,304 respondents. Of this total, there 
were 1,632 respondents who indicated that they read newspapers. 
Among the readers, 944 indicated that they read newspapers which 
were included among those which were clipped during the campaign. 
In general, these newspapers were the largest circulation dailies in 
each of the 86 congressional districts in which there was a contested 
race in the CPS sample of 108. 4 
Data are presented in Table 2 which allow comparisons of all of the 
respondents in the CPS sample and subgroups of nonreaders and 
readers on important personal characteristics and campaign related 
attitudes and behavior. This information, presented as mean scores for 
each item, in order to facilitate examination, shows that the total sample 
was composed of readers and nonreaders who differed in predictable 
ways, while, at the same time, all readers do not appear to be signifi- 
cantly different from the subset who read only the selected newspapers 
that were clipped. The items and their coding are described in detail in 
Appendix A. 
As expected, the newspaper readers are better educated and more 
likely to recognize the congressional candidates than the nonreaders. 
With regard to their campaign involvement and electoral behavior, the 
readers are also more interested in the campaign and more likely to care 
who wins, explaining their greater likelihood to vote. Although there 
are no significant differences in voting behavior by party, readers are 
somewhat more likely to vote for incumbents than are nonreaders. 
The variations in the quantity and quality of coverage of the congres- 
sional campaigns in the newspapers in the sample was substantial, as 
shown in Table 3. Based upon the returns from the clipping service 
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utilized by CPS, the level of campaign coverage was relatively low', 
averaging only 11.9 articles and ads with any mention of either candi- 
date or the campaign more generally. However, the variation was 
substantial, ranging from a minimum of one article/ad to a maximum of 
sixty. 
The data reflecting the average number of name mentions of each of 
the candidates in these contested races give some indication of the 
quality of the campaign coverage in the newspaper sample. The Demo- 
cratic candidates were about 13 percent more likely, on the average, to 
have their names mentioned than their Republican opponents, al- 
though the range is again quite large. This advantage is clearly associ- 
ated with the greater proportion of Democrats who were incumbents. 
When viewed as a function of candidate status, this relative advantage 
of incumbents is quite striking. The average rate of incumbent name 
mentions in the campaign coverage was 68 percent greater than for the 
challengers. Whereas there was only about a 10 percent difference in 
positive tone of the articles for Democrats relative to Republicans, 
incumbents were 258 percent more likely than their challengers to be 
described in a positive tone. Democrats and incumbents were also 
more likely to receive negative press coverage as well, but the number 
of articles was quite small. 
These are the parameters of the data upon which the following 
analysis of campaign and media effects on voting behavior in congres- 
sional elections is based. In particular, we are interested in those 
factors that are associated with relative candidate recognition and 
evaluation, two important determinants of voter preference. The analy- 
sis will take the form of parallel presentations of data for models pre- 
dicting individuals' responses to the efforts of candidates representing 
the two parties, and then by their relative status as incumbents or 
challengers? At first, models of recognition and evaluation of each 
candidate will be tested, followed by models of relative recognition 
and evaluation and their effects on vote preference. 
RESULTS 
The Recognition Model  
The results of regressions predicting the recognition of Democratic 
and Republican congressional candidates by voters who read newspa- 
pers, including controls for their levels of education, are presented in 
Table 4. Recognition is operationalized as a simple dichotomous vari- 
able, and about the same proportion of the respondents could recognize 
each candidate, although the Democrat was more likely to be recog- 
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nized. Incumbents were much more likely to be recognized than chal- 
lengers. The regressions explaining recognition of the candidates from 
either party are virtually identical. Four independent  variables are 
significant: personal contact with the candidate, receiving mail, candi- 
date name mentions, and newspaper readership. All these factors con- 
tribute to recognition of the candidates. Party identification has no 
independent  influence when these important factors are first taken into 
consideration. 
When the analysis is performed within the respondents'  levels of 
education, the media effects are less pronounced among those with low 
levels of education. Their importance increases with education, as does 
the proportion of variance explained by the model. In the case of these 
and all subsequent regressions, the independent  variables are listed in 
the order of the decreasing size of their partial correlation coefficients. 
Data are presented in Table 5 for equivalent regressions testing 
models of the recognition of incumbents and challengers. 6 For the 
equation that predicts recognition of the incumbent,  an additional 
predictor indicating length of service was added. The proportion of 
variance explained is somewhat lower in these equations, because the 
variance in the dependent  variable is relatively constrained due to the 
fact that the incumbents enjoyed such a clear recognition advantage 
over their challengers. Nevertheless, the general model of combined 
contact and media effects is confirmed in the results, illustrating the 
fact that media and campaign effects are important in explaining this 
advantage. 
There are five significant predictors of recognition of the incumbent 
in the equation run for all newspaper readers: the two contact variables, 
the two media variables, and the incumbent 's  terms in office. Party 
identification remains an insignificant contributor to the explanation. 
Among respondents with eight grades of education or less, of which 
there are a limited number  among the newspaper readers, only the 
readership index is a significant predictor. The other media variables 
and the contact effects might be significant as well if the subsample size 
were greater. For those with a high school education, both of the 
contact variables and the number of name mentions in the newspaper 
coverage are significant. It is only among those with a college education 
that all five of the independent  variables are significant predictors of 
recognition of the incumbent. 
The number  of candidate name mentions is more important as an 
independent  variable predicting recognition of the challenger than the 
incumbent. For respondents with the lowest levels of education, re- 
ceipt of mail from the challenger is the only significant predictor, 
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although the size of this group is small. Among those with a high school 
education, the most important predictor is the number  of name men- 
tions, followed by the receipt of mail from the challenger, personal 
contact, and the readership index. Party identification has no effect. 
The  predict ion of recognition of the challenger among college- 
educated respondents is the best equation of the six involving controls 
on the respondents '  education (R2=.20), with the four main indepen- 
dent variables being of approximately equal importance. 
The same model finds support when the independent  variables are 
operationalized in a relative manner, as either the Democratic candi- 
date relative to the Republican, or the incumbent  relative to the chal- 
lenger, in order to predict relative recognition. Relative recognition is a 
measure of whether  the respondent  can identify either or both of the 
congressional candidates. It is operationalized as a trichotomous vari- 
able with a value of 2 if only the Democrat (or incumbent) is recog- 
nized, 0 if only the Republican (or challenger) is recognized, and 1 if 
both or neither are recognized. The results of the two regressions 
predicting relative recognition of the candidates in accord with their 
party and incumbency status are presented in Table 6. Among all 
respondents, the relative recognition of candidates as partisans is a 
function of relative personal contact, relative receipt of mail, and rela- 
tive number  of name mentions in the newspaper. Neither readership 
nor party identification is significant. For relative recognition of candi- 
dates by incumbency status, these same three variables plus readership 
are significant, although the amount of variance explained drops. 
When controls are applied by the respondents '  level of education, the 
model predicting relative recognition for Democrats and Republicans 
follows the standard pattern. The amount of variance accounted for 
increases with education (Rz=.22 for grade school; Rz=.30 for high 
school; Rz=.36 for college). Relative receipt of mail, personal contact, 
and name mentions are signi¢]eant for the high school and college 
educated, but only mail remains significant in the small grade school 
sample. 
For the model predicting relative recognition by incumbency status, 
less than 15 percent of the variance is accounted for in any education 
group. In the grade school group, receipt of mail and terms in office are 
significant at a lower level, whereas relative personal contact, mail, 
name mentions, and terms in office are all significant for the high school 
group. Readership replaces name mentions as a significant predictor 
for the college educated. 
In summary, the results presented in Tables 4, 5, and 6 show that the 
recognition of congressional candidates is primarily a function of their 
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contacts and media coverage, and not of the party identification of 
individual voters in their district. Media coverage appears to be a more 
important determinant of the recognition of challengers than of incum- 
bents, and the media variables are even better predictors of incumbent 
recognition than length of service. In general, the models are more 
successful for the better educated respondents whose amount of atten- 
tion to campaign news more readily translates into recognition of can- 
didates for office. 
The Evaluation Model 
When we examine the determinants of candidate evaluation, how- 
ever, quite a different explanatory model emerges. Here we are ex- 
plaining the ability or willingness of a respondent to assign a thermom- 
eter rating to the candidate, and a traditional model of contact effects 
which includes the cognitive screen of party identification works quite 
well. r Neither the readership index nor the number of candidate men- 
tions in the newspaper have any role to play in this model. A variable 
that measures the affective tone of the coverage was added without any 
effect either. The number of respondents who volunteered an evalua- 
tion of the candidates was, of course, less than the number who were 
able to recognize them. 
Data are presented in Table 7 for the regressions on the evaluation of 
candidates according to their partisan affiliation. Among all of the 
respondents, the most important predictor is the respondent's party 
identification. The next best predictor is personal contact, indicating 
that to meet the candidates is to love them. Receipt of mail from the 
candidate is also a significant predictor of positive evaluation. None of 
the media variables are significant factors in these regression equa- 
tions. Of particular interest is the noncontribution of the tone of the 
campaign coverage. Although much of the news reporting was clearly 
neutral in tone, roughly 50 percent of it could be identified as positive 
or negative in tone. The hypothesis that a critical press, even as a small 
proportion of all of the coverage, would affect the quality of the evalua- 
tions of the candidates is not supported. 
Among those few respondents who were newspaper readers and had 
eight grades of education or less, the only significant predictor of 
evaluation of the Democratic candidate is receipt of his or her mail by 
the respondent. For evaluation of the Republican candidate, party 
identification is the significant predictor. Among the respondents with 
a high school education, the contact model appears. For evaluation of 
the Democratic candidate, the significant predictors are party identifi- 
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CAMPAIGN EFFECTS ON RECOGNITION AND EVALUATION 8I 
cation, personal contact, and receipt of the candidate's mail, in that 
order. For evaluation of the Republican candidate, the most important 
predictor is again party identification, and the relative importance of 
the other two variables is reversed. These same results are found 
among the college educated respondents as well. 
Data presented in Table 8 relate to evaluations of incumbents and 
challengers, and the results are virtually identical. The most significant 
predictor is the party identification of the respondent, closely followed 
by personal contact with the candidate and receipt of mail. In the model 
predicting the evaluation of the incumbent,  but not of the challenger, 
the total number  of candidate name mentions is important. However, 
the sign is negative, contrary to what might be expected. This may 
demonstrate that the greater frequency of mentions is indicative of a 
campaign or a candidacy in trouble, similar to the finding that greater 
expenditures by the incumbent  are associated with poorer electoral 
performance because they indicate a serious challenge (Jacobson, 
1980). 
For respondents with eight grades of education or less, evaluation of 
the incumbent  is solely a function of party identification, while none of 
the  independent  variables are statistically significant predictors of the 
evaluation of the challenger. Among the respondents with a high school 
education, the standard model of evaluation pertains; again it is only 
partisanship which is significant ~br evaluation of the challenger. It is 
among the college educated that evaluation of the incumbent  is ad- 
versely affected by the quality of newspaper  coverage. This variable 
replaces receipt of candidate mail in the model. Only personal contact 
with the candidate and party identification are significant predictors of 
evaluation of the challenger. 
The strength of the contact model  is even clearer when these same 
independent  variables are operationalized in a relative manner to pre- 
dict relative evaluation. The results of the two regressions predicting 
relative evaluation of the candidates by their partisan affiliation and 
incumbency status are presented in Table 9. The three-variable model 
of contact and party identification persists, even when the independent  
variables are transformed into relative measures. Among all respon- 
dents, the relative evaluation of candidates as partisans is a function of 
receipt of mail, personal contact, and party identification, in that order. 
For relative evaluation of the candidates by their incumbency status, 
the most important predictor is personal contact, closely followed by 
party identification and then receipt of mail. The equation for relative 
partisan evaluation explains more variance (R2=.38) than the one for 
incumbents and challengers (RZ=.18). 
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TABLE 10. T h e  Prediction of C a n d i d a t e  P r e f e r e n c e  b y  R e l a t i v e  Recognition, 
Relative Evaluation, and Party Identification Among Voters Who Read News- 
papers, 1978. 
Vote for 
Democratic (N = 537) 
Vote for 
Incumbent (IV = 471) 
Relative evaluation 
Party identification 
Relative recognition 
R = .77 (R ~ = .60) 
/3 = .49 partial = .53 
/3 = -.28 partial = -.38 
/3 = .22 partial = .29 
R = .66  (R ~ = .44)  
/3 = .45 partial = .49* 
/3 = .31 partial = .37* 
/3 = .13 partial = .17" 
* Significant at the .01 level. 
These  same relationships appear consistently when controls are 
applied by the respondents '  level of  education. Party identification, 
significant in all six equations, is more important in explaining the 
relatively bet ter  evaluations of  incumbents  compared to challengers, 
rather than of Democrats compared' to Republicans.  None of  the media 
variables-- including relative number  of name mentions and relative 
negative tone in the coverage--is  significant in any of  the equations. 
The Combined Effects Model 
It remains to demonstrate the importance of relative evaluation and 
relative recognition for voting behavior in congressional elections. 
Data are presented in Table 10 for the prediction of candidate prefer- 
ence among voters who read newspapers  in the 1978 CPS American 
National Election Study. In the equation predicting the vote for the 
Democratic candidate (R 2=.60), the most important independent  vari- 
able is relative evaluation, although party identification and relative 
recognition are also highly significant. 8 An alternative equation that 
added a term for incumbency status resulted in the explanation of only 
1 percent  more of the variance, demonstrating that these concepts 
effectively capture the essence of  the incumbents '  advantage and leave 
little independent  effect of the candidate 's status. For prediction of a 
vote for the incumbent,  these three variables are again highly signifi- 
cant, although relative recognition makes somewhat  less of a contribu- 
tion here than to the first equation. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Two quite distinct but  complementary models of the determinants of 
candidate recognition and evaluation have been  developed.  The rec- 
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ognition model  combines contact and media effects, and there is no 
direct role for party identification. Evaluation is a relatively straight- 
forward function of contact effects in which personal contact is very 
important, and party identification is significant as well. The media 
variables reflecting the quantity and quality of  coverage are insignifi- 
cant. 
To return to our original premise,  vote choice is a function of  cam- 
paign factors working on individuals with varying predispositions, but  
the pattern is not a simple one. Campaign activities, such as rallies and 
coffee klatches, mass mailings and ads, or news events, all contribute to 
the likelihood that someone will recognize a candidate, especially if 
that someone attends to considerable campaign news. This is more true 
of  the highly educated than the less-well-educated voters. Incumbents  
enjoy an added advantage if they have served in office for a while. And, 
in general, news coverage is more important for challengers than for 
incumbents.  
With regard to candidate evaluation, party identification is an im- 
portant screen that is penetrable  by mass mailings and personal en- 
counters, but  not by  media  content--a t  least not at the levels of cover- 
age exper ienced in congressional races. These techniques are less 
potent in affecting vote choice be tween  incumbent  and challenger. 
There is no evidence that the education level of an individual voter is 
an impor t an t  cond i t i one r .  E i t h e r  e d u c a t i o n  is an i n a d e q u a t e  
operationalization of  the concept  of mass of stored information about 
politics, or less mass does not produce more vulnerability to media 
appeals. 
Finally, treating the contested campaign as a two-person contest, 
building measures which capture how one candidate fares relative to 
the other, is a sensible and workable analytical approach. Relative 
recognition, relative evaluation, and party identification are three im- 
portant contributors to candidate preference,  and incumbency adds 
very little explanatory power  beyond  what is already contained in 
i n c u m b e n t  recogni t ion  and eva lua t ion  advantages .  The  mode l s  
presented and tested here constitute a first step toward providing 
substantive content to the campaign aspects of incumbency advantage 
in races for the U.S. House  of Representatives.  
APPENDIX A 
The mean scores presented in Table 2 are based on the scoring of 
relevant variables as follows: 
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6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
Party Identification 
(Strong Democrat) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Education of the Respondent 
1. 8 grades or less 
2. 8 grades or less plus nonacademic training 
3. 9-11 grades 
4. 9-11 grades plus nonacademic training 
5. High school diploma 
High school diploma plus nonacademic training 
Some college, but no degree 
Junior/community college degree 
BA level degree 
Advanced degree 
(Strong Republican) 
Recognize the Candidate (Could volunteer a thermometer rating for a 
given name or recall the candidate's name independently). Each can- 
didate can be categorized as a Democrat or a Republican and in appro- 
priate districts, as an incumbent or a challenger. 
0. Does not recognize candidate 
1. Does recognize candidate 
Turnout Rate 
0. Did not vote 
1. Voted 
Vote by Party 
0. Voted for Republican candidate 
1. Voted for Democratic candidate 
Vote by Candidate Status (where relevant) 
0. Voted for challenger 
1. Voted for incumbent 
Readership Index. Did you read about the campaign in any newspaper? 
How many articles did you read about the campaign for the U.S. House 
of Representatives in your district? 
1. No newspaper articles read about campaign 
2. Only one or two articles read 
3. Several or a good many articles read 
Interest in the Campaign. Some people don't pay much attention to 
campaigns. How about you? Would you say you were very much inter- 
ested, somewhat interested or not much interested in following the 
political campaigns this year? 
1. Not much interested 
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2. S o m e w h a t  i n t e r e s t e d  
3. V e r y  m u c h  i n t e r e s t e d  
Care about the Congressional Election. H o w  m u c h  w o u l d  y o u  say y o u  
p e r s o n a l l y  c a r e d  a b o u t  t he  w a y  t h e  e l e c t i o n s  for t he  U.S.  H o u s e  o f  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  c a m e  o u t ?  
1. N o t  at a l l  
2, No t  v e r y  m u c h  
3. P r e t t y  m u c h  
4. V e r y  m u c h  
NOTES 
1. All four of the measures of media exposure used to construct the index were not asked 
in the off-year CPS studies until 1978. As a result, the index of general campaign 
exposure in presidential years must be used to control for the relationship between 
party identification and party voting for U.S. Representative in these years. The 1978 
data are based upon exposure measures related directly to the congressional cam- 
paigns. 
2. The intereorrelation (Pearson's r) for the Media Exposure Index and Newspaper 
Readership is .57. 
3. Other media sources are available and will be content analyzed for subsequent use, 
including coverage in weekly newspapers, campaign literature, and limited numbers 
of radio and television spot announcements. 
4. The selection criteria for newspapers included any within the district that circulated 
to more than 25% of the households in a county within a district or a sub-county 
district; any paper from outside the district that circulated to more than 50% of the 
households within a county in a district or a sub-county district; and any paper with a 
circulation of 50,000 or more within the district. The use of the clipping service was 
part of the original CPS data collection effort; the authors were responsible for content 
analysis of a selected subsample of the clippings. 
5. The analyses presented in this paper are the results of using multiple regression 
models. Some analysis was perfbrraed utilizing a logistic form of dichotomous regres- 
sion, and the results were identical. Two of the four dependent variables in this study 
are measured at the interval level; in the interest of simplicity of presentation, only the 
results of one technique are given consistently here. 
6. In the paired presentations of data by partisan affiliation and then by status of the 
candidates, there will be an associated reduction in the sample size in the latter case 
due to the elimination of respondents residing in districts where no incumbent was 
running (open races). 
7. A feeling thermometer is a data collection device whereby respondents are asked to 
assign a score to their feelings toward a candidate in terms of a scale ranging from 
extreme coolness (0 degrees) to extreme warmth (100 degrees), with 50 degrees 
indicating neutrality. The relative evaluation measures are the difference between 
the ratings of pairs of candidates who are the Democrat and Republican and the 
incumbent and challenger. 
8. These results are virtually identical to regressions run for all voters in the CPS sample, 
without consideration of newspaper readership habits. 
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